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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The indicated allowability of claims 42, 54, 70, 71 , 84, and 88-103 is withdrawn in 
view of reconsideration of the cited prior art. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 93 and 94 are objected to because of the following informalities: The 
claims do not recite any method steps even though they are method claims. The claims 
recite limitations that are items of information or how information is configured. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 88-104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. The claims recite a "custody log" and making 
several entries in this custody log. There is not a custody log disclosed in the 
specification. There are a couple of other logs disclosed in the specification. In claim 
89, it is disclosed a "first entry" is made to the custody log, but in claim 88, "one or more 
corresponding entries" have already been made. The same applies to claims 95 and 
96. How is that possible? The specification does not disclose custody information as 
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containing at least one time entry that the record was "accessed". The specification 
fails to describe what is entailed in making the custody log able to be used in a legal 
proceeding. 

5. Claims 89-94 and 96-103 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. The claims recite a "custody log" and making several entries in this 
custody log. There is not a custody log disclosed in the specification. There are a 
couple of other logs disclosed in the specification. In claim 89, it is disclosed a "first 
entry" is made to the custody log, but in claim 88, "one or more corresponding entries" 
have already been made. The same applies to claims 95 and 96. How is that possible? 
The specification does not disclose custody information as containing at least one time 
entry that the record was "accessed". The specification fails to describe what is entailed 
in making the custody log able to be used in a legal proceeding and how to make it 
acceptable for a legal proceeding. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claims 88, 93, 94, 95, 100, 101, 102, 103, and 104 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Daly et al., 5948038, in view of Jack et al., 5719396. 

8. Daly et al. disclose providing a custody log for maintaining custody information 
that corresponds to the at least one record, and evaluating the at least one record and 
creating one or more corresponding entries in the custody log on lines 31-47, on column 
10 and lines 32-66, on column 9; matching the at least one record with pre-stored 
information relating to the at least one vehicle and creating one of more entries in the 
custody log on lines 27-33, on column 8; the custody information including an identity of 
at least one person who accesses the at least one record and a time entry that indicated 
when the at least one record was accessed on lines 31-32, on column 10; the custody 
log is configured to be used as evidence in a legal proceeding is functional language 
that Daly et al. is capable of; conducting at least a first data processing step and 
creating a first corresponding entry in the custody log and conducting at least a second 
data processing step and creating a second corresponding entry in the log, and the 
custody log indicates each person that had custody of the record during the first and 
second data processing steps on lines 31-47, on column 10, and lines 32-66, on column 
9; enabling the at least one record to be edited, wherein enabling the at least one record 
to be edited includes enabling an indicator of traffic patterns that pass the remote 
sensing device to be encoded in that at least one record on lines 20-25, on column 5; 
obtaining at least one vehicle image at the remote sensing device, the image including 
the license plate, determining license plate data from the plate image, and transferring 
the license plate data to at least one record on line 58, on column 5, through line 9, on 
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column 6. Daly et al. does not disclose obtaining the at least one emissions record that 
corresponds to the at least one vehicle. Jack et al. teaches obtaining the at least one 
emissions record that corresponds to the at least one vehicle on lines 47-55, on column 
7. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use the sensor of Jack et al. in the invention of Daly et al. because such 
modification would provide an integrated evidentiary record for traffic violation 
enforcement purposed. Emissions are a traffic regulation just like needing to have a 
license plate, or safety inspection and one of ordinary skill would readily recognize that 
these are the same field of invention and useable together. 

9. Claims 42, 54, 59, 60, 61 , 62, 63, 64, 65, 67-69, 70, 71 , 72, 73, 74-77, 78, 79, 81 , 

82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 89-92, and 96-99 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Daly et al., 5948038, in view of Jack et al., 5719396 as applied to 
claims 88, 93, 94, 95, 100, 101, 102, 103, and 104, above, and further in view of 
Stedman etal., 5319199. 

10. As per claims 42, 54, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 65, 67-69, 71, 72, 73, 74-77, 79, 81, 82, 

83, 85, 86, 89-92, and 96-99, Daly et al. and Jack et al. disclose the limitations as set 
forth above. Daly et al. also discloses the at least one record is forwarded to a remote 
processing station on lines 19-45, on column 8; the license plate data is determined 
from a automatic license plate reader on lines 63-65, on column 5; enabling the at least 
one record to be edited includes verifying that the license plate image matches the 
license plate data determined by the automatic license plate reader on lines 10-15, on 
column 8; enabling the at least one record to be edited includes specifying a license 
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plate type on line 13, on column 5; enabling an inaccuracy in the license plate data to 
be corrected on lines 45-54, on column 9; wherein the license plate type comprises an 
obscured license plate, state license plate, and out of state plate on lines 3-4, on 
column 10, and lines 12-15, on column 2; including vehicle speed in the at least one 
record on lines 33-34, on column 5; data validating means that validates the license 
plate data on lines 64-66, on column 9; matching the at least one record with the owner 
registration records and creating an entry in a custody log on lines 30-32, on column 8, 
and lines 31-32, on column 10; archiving the records on lines 35-37, on column 8. 

1 1 . Daly et al. and Jack et al. do not disclose evaluating the received data included in 
the one or more records based on a predetermined reliability criteria, determining a 
category for pre-selected data included in the one or more records, wherein the 
corresponding category indicates a reliability for the associated record; and excluding 
records from subsequent processing if the corresponding category indicates that the 
associated record is unreliable; and deleting excluded records. 

12. Stedman et al. teaches evaluating the received data included in the one or more 
records based on a predetermined reliability criteria, determining a category for pre- 
selected data included in the one or more records, wherein the corresponding category 
indicates a reliability for the associated record; and excluding records from subsequent 
processing if the corresponding category indicates that the associated record is 
unreliable on line 66, on column 9, through line 2, on column 10. Stedman et al. 
teaches ignoring the excluded records but deleting the records is a design choice. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to use the reliability checking of Stedman et al. in the invention of Daly et al. and 
Jack et al. because such modification would provide reasons for rejecting records as 
stated on lines 1-15, on column 10, of Daly et al. Information validating and error 
correcting is a necessary part of any invention and one of ordinary skill would look for 
way to stop incorrect violations from being sent out. Deleting unreliable records is a 
design choice within the ordinary skill of one in the art. If there were no need to go 
through and determine why the errors happened then the record would be unnecessary. 
13. As per claims 64, 70, 78, and 84, Daly et al., Jack et al., and Stedman et al. 
disclose the limitations as set forth above. They do not disclose using a GUI, or the 
plate type is one of a tractor-trailer, motorcycle, or bus plate. It is disclosed in Jack et 
al. that the editing is done through some type of computer interface. Official notice is 
given that graphic user interfaces are well known in the art and the advantages of using 
them are known. Daly et al. discloses determining vehicle type on line 32, on column 8, 
but doesn't disclose changing the plate type to reflect this information. This is a design 
choice within the skill of one of ordinary skill in the art and it would be an expected 
result. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a graphic user interface and different plate types in the 
invention of Daly et al., Jack et al. and Steadman et al. because such modification 
would provide a simpler and a more user-friendly interface and because it would be a 
design choice. The GUI would also allow the use of standard computer hardware, 
which would lower costs. 

Response to Arguments 
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14. Applicants arguments with respect to claims 42, 54, 59-65, 67-79, 81-86, and 88- 
104 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The 
arguments by applicant in the paper filed on 7/21/04, makes the argument that Stedman 
et al. does not continue processing after excluding the record from processing. Daly et 
al. does disclose further processing in the form of sending out a violation notice. Daly et 
al. also discloses attaching traffic data to the record. 

Conclusion 

1 5. In view of the new grounds of rejection this office action is non-final. 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Brian J. Broadhead whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6957. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on 571-272-6956. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




